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Re: Ex Parte Presentations In CS Docket No. 95-184 and MM Docket No. 92-260 

Dear Ms. Dortch: 

The lollouing is notice pursuant to Section 1.1206 of the Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. 
4 1.13-06, that on November 21,2002, on behalf ofcharter Communications, T. Scott Thompson 
o f  Colc. Raywid & Bravemian, LLP,  and Marvin Rappaport of Charter Communications met 
w i t h  Bill Johnson, Deputy Bureau Chief, John Norton, Deputy Chief Policy Division, and Mary 
Bcth Murphy, Chief Policy Division, all of the Media Bureau, to discuss issues pending as a 
result of petitions for reconsideration and the Commission's Further Notice in the above 
rcfcrenced dockets. 

During the mcetings, Charter's representatives generally restated the positions set forth in 
Charter's comments in the Dockets and responded to questions. Specifically, they reiterated 
Charter's belief that the Commission should not adopt any limitation on exclusive agreements 
hclween residential MDU owners and operators, that the Commission should not adopt 
rcgtilations permitting MDU owners a "fresh look" to renegotiate perpetual exclusive 
agreements, and that the Commission, in order to avoid constitutional takings issues and 
disiortion of the marketplace must continue to permit cable operators the Option ofremoving 
their home run wires and facilities in the event of termination by an MDU owner. Charter's 
representatives also cxpressed Charter's belief that competition in the residential MDU context 
has bcen robust since the adoption of the Commission's rules in 1997, and that competition 
continues to grow. Finally, they expressed Charter's belief that the Commission exceeded its 
stattilory authority i n  the current rules. and reminded the Commission that an appeal ofthe 
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Commission’s rules has been pending in the Eighth Circuit while the Commission addresses the 
issucs on reconsideration and in the Further Notice. 

If there are any questions regarding the above-described meetings, please contact the 
undersigned counsel for Charter. 

Sincerely, 

T. Scott Thompson 


